








































































































































































































































































































-97-

vary so preatly, and this would give more intimacy and opportunity for useful
discussion than a mass meeting in Washinpton.

Interestinply almost every State mentioned the fact that they would rot i~
to be swinonged to YWashington. They think HUD showld come to them, The lorical
compromise was to meet half-way, on nevtral sround so to speek. livery Governor
or Governor's Assistant interviewed agreed that the Governors would like to be
consulted by the Secretary, just as they in turn feel that they should make greater
efforts to go into the field and meet with Mayors who in turn feel flattered when
they are called upon by their Governor.

4, Active v, Passive., Another general recommendation is that the Department

shift gears in its attitude toward the States from an essentially passive posture
(we will help when you ask us) to an active one (we want to help you -- how can we
do it?)

Whether it is a matter of encouraging Metropolitan Plenning or encouraging
the States to make financial contributions, the Department must take a positive
and aggressive role. At this important period in urban affairs, it is not good
enough to sit back and see who makes the first move, HUD is charged with the role
of coordination. It must exercise it,

Again, HUD should not just service the States when they ask. All the pertinent
legislation and Presidential messages and orders contain action words, such as:
"encourage"”, "provide", "consult", "cooperate" and the like., They clearly indicate
?§hat a positive role was intended.

5. Testify on Bills. At the beginning of this paper, we frankly faced up to

the fact that HUD's natural constituency is the cities -- as opposed to HEW which
relies mainly on the States. Iet me suggest that the States would be every bit as

"natural” a constituency of HUD with a little effort on the part of the Department.
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One HUD official complained that the States by and large have not testified
on behalf of key legislation such as Demonstration Cities.

The States reply that they didn't realize that HUD wanted them to testify.

Here is where the State Desk man at HUD in Washington can do yeoman service.
By working closely with HUD's Congressional Affairs Office, the State man can
marshall Governors to come to Washington to testify when necessary (provided, of
course, that the Governors approve of the legislation in question). He can identify
the proper man in the Governor's office to deal with on problems of testimony.

(In Kentucky, the Governor's Assistant told of the amazing volume of mail that
crosses his desk each day -- and that sometimes information on Congressional
hearings gets buried for days unless someone flags it for him.) He can work with
.the legal Office in helping to prepare information for Governors.

Kentucky is cited here because its Governor, Ned Breathitt, was the only
Governor in the nation to testify in person for the Demonstration Cities Bill. His
staff realizes that the States have a stake., If they want to be recopnized as an
equal partner by HUD, they have to pitch in and do their share. And more than that,
if they want their voice felt in the formation and execution of federal programs,
they "have to flex their muscles -- and especially by testifying before Congressiongl
Committees,"

California's people asked: "Why doesn't HUD contact the States regarding
administrative problems? Very oftten the States can get Congress to amend & bill
by calling their Congressional delegations, or at least petting some language
showing Congressional intent,"

In Pennsylvaenia, it was considered important to consult with the States in
formulating federal programs., The example cited was Appalachia where Governor

Scranton insisted that the States have a key role. He met with the President and
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worked extremely hard to achieve his objective. As a result, the program was
greatly improved and is now considered the model program of States working together.

Another factor mentioned by the States is the Administration's "secrecy
fetish." A California official complained that one major federal piece of legisic-
tion vas revealed for the first time only two weeks before the Congressional
hearings bepan. "How can we make intelligent analysis on such short notice?"

In Michigan, the same problem. "We were given only four days notice on
Senator Muskie's Intergovernmental Personnel Bill., How could we do an intelligent
job in that period of time?"

Michigan people also urged that the States be consulted in writing legislatior.
They felt that "this might prevent the first-come-first-serve philosophy that
seems so prevalent where you take the truck to Washinpgton and load up the bags."
What they were driving at was legislation which was phrased in terms of specific
State allocations.

The U.S. Governors' Conference has given considerable thought to their role
in shaping legislation. In their next two meetings I suspect you will see genuine
efforts to put together a realistic proposal for the President, which would involve
the Governors establishing rotating Committees for the purpose of consulting with
the President and his Department Heads in drafting proposed new legislation.

I really see no harm in HUD working closer with the Governors. For example,
if my proposal is accepted that HUD, under Title IX of the Demonstration Cities
Act, provide grants to States for establishing State Departments of Local Affairs
and preparing pamphlets meshing State with federal program on a functional basis,
why not send copies of the Draft Proposal and Guidelines to the Governors and ask
for their comments and suggestions for improvement., At this stage of the game, a

little encouragement means a lot.
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v, Federal Grants for State Departments of Urban Affairs. 1In March of 1965

Governor Warren E., Hearnes of Missouri wrote to the President of The United States
urging federal grants 'to encourage each State to form a Department of Urban
Affairs which would provide on a state level the mechanism by which the resources
of a state government can be configured to deal with these problems." (The
Hearnes proposal is reproduced at the end of this Section.)

He suggested an appropriation of 5 million for the first year, escalating to
25 million beyond the third year. He recommended a 90-10 initial grant, then 50-50
later on.

This letter was circularized among the nation's Governors for comment. At
the time, eight Governors favored the proposal, two were not interested, and 14
were giving it consideration.

The proposal did not reach fruition at the time, probably because it was felt
that this added incentive either was not needed, or might have adverse results, in
gaining Congressional approval of the larger goal, the establishment of a United
States Department of Housing and Urban Development,

Most States in which I conducted interviews favored the proposal enthusi-
astically. The only cautioning note sounded was the form such agencies should take.
fach State ~- as well as the Council of State Governments -- suggested that the
language be extremely broad so that each State could devise that structural
arrangement most suitaeble for its own needs,

For example, I believe that the North Carolina approach of a State Planning
Task Force is the best arrangement in light of conditions there. Yet for Pennsyl-
vania a full-dress Department of Community Affairs is more appropriate. Go long
as the function is achieved -- coordination of those resources of the state

sovernment which bear on urban problems -- the structure should be left to the

cho’ 2c of the individual State,



-101-

The Mew York officials indicated that they felt no necescity o7 setting up a
new Department of Housine and Urban Development and roeve an iateresting reason
for this decision. "We suspeci that those states new to a realization of urban
problems arc those which are just now forming new Departirents. They are creatins
o tronce Departments of Local Aftairs where their nrevious functions were weal,  in
New Yorik we have had a long tradicion of recomnizinr urban problems and thus we
already do have mechanisms within the existing <epartments to brings atbout coording-
tion of function," This makes pood scnse -- unfortunately very few, if any, Statec
rind themselves today in the enviable position of MNew York with its tradition of
urban assistance.

California's officials were a little skeptical of the federal grant idea only
vacause "it gives the States an incentive to pet federal money rather thar to
face :p o their own problemns. In thal sense it is not an intellectually honest
move. The States must feel it is important to do thic on their om. Ther they
would be free to stand up to the federal government. Giving federal grants is a
rational political decision but d&esn't force people to face up to their problems,"

The only outright opposition to federal assistance for State Departments of
local Affairs came from Michigan. There are 19 departments of government, with
the maximum constitutional limit being 20, The Michipan peoplec consider 1t extremely
likely that a State Department of Housing and Urban Development will be the 20th
department; however, they reject the idea of federal grants.

Rather they would impose a requirement that a State have an Executive Assistant
Tor Local Affairs in the Governor's Office as a prerequisite to rerceiving federal
funds. They feel that this would help strengthen the Governor's arsenal in what
was previously referred to as a Department-oriented S5State.

They feel that a federal grant, as such, "merely is an extension of tLnhc federel

philosophy that it is the federal government which has the resources. But it is
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the people's‘pockets which are being raided." T think unis is a bit excessivc,
Scnator Muskie's speech oi' March 25, 190G is an excellent reply: "Creative
federalism is not a political maneuver to mske the Suates and their localities
financially dependent on the National Government., On the contrary, its financial
contribution is merely a response to the staggering fiscal burden under which these
gurisdictions prescntly labor."

Ore advantage cited by the States for federal girants is the assistance this
gives them wilh their Legislatures., It makes a "good show" to say: We can get
this federal money, but only if you pass program "x." This approach cen kick
back, however, since legislators generally like to take advantage of federal money,
but they are loathe to do so if the federsl funds run out in a year or two, and
they are left having to provide the appropriations for continuing the program.

On balance, however, I favor the federal grant approach,

The preliminary attempts described in this Section now have reached fruition
in the form of Title IX of the recently passed Demonstration Cities Act. This
section of the Bill authorizes 50-50 grants to the States for the general purpose
of providing information centers and technical assistance.

It seems clear that the language of Title IX is sufficiently broad to cover
grants to the States for the purpose of establishing State Departments of local
Affeirs (as well as grants to the States for publishing catalogs of State programs,
by function, which mesh with federal programs).

The Department now must make it clear to the States that it would be receptive
to applications under Title IX for such purposes (providing Title IX is funded,
Nothing could be worse than inviting applications and then informing qualified
applicants that no money is available). Once again, I am suggesting the "active",
rather than the "passivr’” approach. It just will not do for HUD to sit back =nd

wait v’ ' the States figure out that the language of Title IX might cover such
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PROPOSAL FOR A COOPERATIVE A
FEDERAL-STATE PROGRAM FOR URBAN DEVELOPMENT

(HEARNES PROPOSAL)

The President recently called for a planned approach to urban development
within metropolitan areas. He has said: "The first step is to break old patterns --
to begin to think, work, and plan for the development of entire metropolitan areas."

A major obstacle to this is the absence of governmental machinery to carry
out metropolitan development plans., Filling this gap will require State action as
well as federal requirements and local initiative. One possible means of speeding
action at the State level may be through incentives and assistance of & new federal
aid program to support State efforts and resources for improving local government
organization, structure and cooperation.

The nation's major problems of urban development (transportation, water and
sewer, open space, resources preservation, air and water pollution control, and
guided suburban development) are increasingly metropolitan in nature and require
planned and coordinated metropolitan action. Due to the absence of'statutory
authority and the multiplicity of local Jjurisdictions, adequate areawide arrange-
ments are not being developed. As urban populations grow and metropolitan areas
spread out to include an increasing number of separate political jurisdictions,
the problem will become even more acute.

Special purpose districts are not solving the prpblems, nor are the present
voluntary cooperative efforts of municipalities and counties because these are
essentially piecemeal, ad hoc responses to immediate needs and pressures. This
situation has hindered the operation of many federal, as well as State and local,
urban development programs. Present conditions and practices make it virtually
imposs.ble to plan and program activities on the level and scale need to keep up

with metropolitan growth.
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There is no simple or single solution to these problems. But a major key
¢o action lies with the States -- ways must be found to bring the States into the
urban development picture, They have the authority to establish order in metropoli-
tan areas. The States can assume a more meaningful role in planned regionel
development by encouraging and fosbering areawlide planning and administration of
urban programs and services,.

The States have powerful, ang to some extent, unique powers permitting them to
make a constructive contribution to meeting urban needs., These powers include
geographic jurisdiction embracing one or more metropolitan areas, full legal and
administrative authority to exercise direct action and leadership, major tax
resources and revenue powers, and finally, control over the organization and
powers of local governments., States are increasingly likely to play a major urban
role because of (a) continuing urbanization of State populations in every region
of the country (39 of the 50 States today are more than 50% urban, as defined by
the Bureau of the Census), (b) the increasing State expenditures for State and
local services (growing at a rate of approximately 10% annually since 1953), and
(c) the increasing recognition of the need for reform of the current pettern of
loc#l governments, for readjustments of local government powers, and for higher
quality of development in urban areas.

The Council of State Governments has made a number of significant studies of
urban development, notably "The States and the Metropolitan Problem" (1956) and
"States Responsibility in Urban Regional Development" (1962), Proposals for State
actiéns in this field have also been made by the Advisory Coumission on Inter-
governmental Relations and endorsed by the Council of State Governments and the
major national associations of governmental officials (e.ge, U.S. Conference of
Mayors, the National lLeague of Cities (AMA) and the National Association of Countiec).

But CSG and ACIR recommendations have been implemented only on & very limited basis.
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Thus, Wisconsin, Washinston, Tennessee, New York, New Jersey, Alaska and
Pennsylvania have set up State offices of local affairc. But these and other
initial steps taken by California, Georgia, Minnesota, Oregon and other States do
give real oromise that States can act in concert with local government to deal
with metropolitan area needs.

While some States have acted in limited areas, there is a clear recopnition
that more needs to be done in the urban development field. Thos~ Stetes that have
pioneered in the local field need assistance to broaden their efforts. Other States
have to be encouraged and assisted to initiate and pursue programs dealing with
local problems.

The federal government has, and should clearly recognize, a direct interest in
State participation in meeting the needs of urban development. Increasingly,
federal aids to States and individual localities have an impact upon, and arec
affected by, the general patterns and characteristics of metropolitan areas. As
a result, federal programs are looking to metropolitan planning as a means of pro-
viding an areawide framework for federally-assisted program: urban highways, open
space, urban mass transportation, waste treatment facilities, airports and other
facilities are being related to areawide planning through various incentives and
requirements. New programs proposed by the President (including assistance for
water and sewerape systems, new communities, etc.) are likewise being tied to
planning.

The success of planning is, however, dependent upon effective execution of
functional programs. It is here that the States have a direct interest and responsi-
bility to assist localities in achieving more effective urban development. The
federal government, in turn, can provide a nationwide basis for State participation
in a cooperative attack on the problems of urban growth.

The pattern for suca federal assistance and encouragement to States was set by
Title VI"I of the Housing Act of 196L4. The Act established a new federal-State

program ot training and research in community development. Grants are made to States



in accordance with a Stete pian which sets forth the obirctives and activities to
be carried out by the State; it is up to the State to determine the specific
objectives and activities,

Consideration should now be given to establishing a federal progra. of grant:
to the States to encourage State concerm for an involvement i% pencral urban anc
metropolitan development, Grants would Le made to assist them in analyzinpg the
structure of their local governments, to promote intergovernmental cooperation in
netropolitan areas, and to assist generally in effecting areawide action to meet
areawide planning and development needs. This progra.: can be similar in character
to the federal-State training progrem. 1t would be up to the State to delineate
the purposes to be accorplished by the State urban development program and to set
forth the means proposed to achieve these purposes. Such a State program should
be developed by an appropriate State agency in cooperation with city and county
officials and State and regional organizations representative of local governments
and local officials,

The scope of activities to be covered by a federally-assisted State urban
development program would, of course, vary with individual State and local needs
and conditions. The following are some samplie ingredients of a State program:

-- establishment of a State office of local affairs to make studies

and analyses of local government problems; to advise the povernor
and legislature on coordination of State programs affecting urban
development; to provide a central State contact for local povernments
and organizations representing Lhem; and to provide a clearinphouce
of information relating to common problems of local government and
to State and federal services available for their solution;

-- authorization, incentives and assistance for cooperative action among

local governments in solving common areawide problems; promote estab-

lishment of voluntary metropolitun organizations of elected officials
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as a means of achieving areawide policy-making machinery;

-~ development of adequate legislative authority and local organization

for effective metropolitan planning and development;

-- establishment and support of metropolitan study commissions to

examine arrangements for performance of areawide services;

-~ provision of technical assistance for problems of local government

structure, financing, and improvement in the management of urban
services, such as transportation, water and sewerage, code enforcement,
housing, etc.;

-- establishment of appropriate State and local arrangements for review

of local government incorporation and for creation and supervision
of special districts;

-- study problems of assuring sound structure and financing of local

government ;

-- assistance in development and adoption of building, housing,

sanitation and other codes, particularly where regional uniformity
is desirable; |

-- establishment of demonstration programs to develop innovations in

performance of regional services.

These and similar activities, carried on in collaboration with local governments
and State agencies, would assist in providing a strengthened basis of local govern-
ment and regional organization for meeting the needs of urban areas, large and
small, Such a federal-State-local program can be an important vehicle for
attaining the urban development goals outlined by the President in his State of the
Union Address, and a practicable means for the effective sharing of these goals,
end for stimulating sction to realize them, on the part of States and local

communities.,
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J. CONCLUSION

The challenge of contemporary America is not whether men can move mountains
but whether they can rebuild cities,

Today our cities are like obsolescent factories. "They lack investment capital
and, worse, they lack the political mechanisms for changc...They are overwhelmed
by the managerial demands of sophisticated technology."l

And yet this very technology holds the answer to their salvation, The President
of COMSAT, General James McCormack, in an uncommonly perceptive address of
September 16, 1966 said: "Technology makes it possible and not enormously expensive
to make cities of light, if you will, rather than the cities of terror that we now
have,"” And most significantly he urged that we turn to the field of the humanities,
science and the arts "to determine how to use the fruits of technology, rather than
to the scientists and engineers who are bringing about the technological revolution."

The cooperation of government ofticials -- the political and social scicniigts --
oil all levels is undoubtedly the most effective tool to put technolopgy to work for
the benefit of people and their environment. To achieve maximum coordination, we
must dismiss old myths and adopt new attitudes.

We no longer can indulge in the "whatever has been, is, and will continue to
be" philosophy. . |

It is a useless exercise to try and place blame for past errors. All levels
of government share in that blame. Until recently, the power structure (whether
it be national, State or local) has failed to recognize the impending obsolescence
of our cities and moved to do something about it. |

Now we must rid ourselves of the myths of urban revival,

It is not true that all the Cities hate all the States,

1-Editorial in The Washington Post, September 15, 1966
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It is not true that all the States are sitting on their hands.

Where the States are demonstrating a willingness and capability to participate
in a constructive manner in urban development, the Citiesvare prepared to welcome
them into partnership.

The States, at long last, have awakened to the needs of today -- to thc needs
of urban fmerica. |

A wave of reaction is sweeping the country. The States want "in" -- not for
the sake of power, not for the sake of politics (although these factors play a
role, too) but for the sake of responsibility and for the sake of preserving the
American Federal system of government,

States are coordinating their urban activities.

States are making financial contributions to housing and urban renewal.

States are developing comprehensive Master Plans.,

This einergy must be harnassed and put to work in the form of & healthy [ederal-
State-local relationship.

HUD has the responsibility to effect this coordination.

Nothing is in its way but the determination to proceed with the Jjob.

The territory is largely uncharted,

The opportunity is here and now.

Alan Campbell, Director of the Maxwell Graduate School of Citizenship and Public
Affairs of Syracuse University has written: "I am not impressed with the argument
that in the long run urban problems are going to be handled by direct federal-city-
relationships although that, at the moment, is the conventional wisdom in the
academic field, |

"The real key to dealing with the;emerging domestic problems on the urban scene
is state governmen o" .‘ |

It is time for HUD to use that key to help unlock the ddor of urban opportunitye.



Ko ASOIGNMUNT AND MBTHODOLOGY

Assipnment
Ao A summary of State lepislation that relates to the role of the State i

the administration of t.¢ bepartmeny's propram;

B. A survey of the operation of the various State departments covered iu
(A) above., By this is meant an effort to discover how this legislatior.
actually operates in practice -- the nature of the administrative structur:,
the appropriations, the relationship between the States, the counties and
the cities; and

Ce An evaluation of the role of the States and recommencations ac to the

posture of the Department vis-a-vis the States in carrying out the
mission of the Department,

NOTE: In carrying out this assignment, it soon became apparent that the formal
iiructure in each State was the least important lacilor in the federal-State-local
relationships. Therefore, the major emphasis was placed on point "C" because that
portion of the assignment, in my judement, goes to the heart of the matter.
Methodology

After holding preliminary conferences with key members of the Department in
Washinrton (Undersecretary Wood, Assistant Secretaries Taylor, Hear and Hummel,
as well as numerous staff personnel) -- then with persons in related work (Charte.:
Schwan of the Council of State Governments and John Whisman of the Appalachian
Commission, as examples) -- field trips were made to a representative sampling of
States.,

These States were selected on the basis of geopraphy, size, political compo:
tion, and diversity of approach to urban problems., In each case, talks were heis
with the Governor (or members of his personal staff) and Department Heads chargea

with responsibility for local and urban affairs.
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The States visited were:
NORTH CAROLINA
KENTUCKY
MISSOURI
NEW YORK
PENNSYLVANIA
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
CALIFORNIA
Because the viewpoint of the Big City Mayor is important to give a well-rounded
picture of the federal-State-local relationships, interviews were conducted with
Mayor's Staffs in:
NEW YORK CITY
DETROIT
SAN FRANCISCO
BOSTON
In order to encourage all those officials interviewed to speak freely and
candidly, it was stressed that the writer was a Consultant to the Department and
not a regular employee with "an ax to grind"; in talks with State officials only,
that he held & bias in favor of the States because of his own State governmental
experience; and that his mission was to develop ways and means of encouraging better
relationships between HUD and the States, In addition the interviewees were
guaranteed anoymity in order to promote frankness,
An initial technique of asking specific 1nformational questions produced little
helpful material. Thereforc, a "Devil's advocate" approach was assumed henceforth --
that was eminently successful -- it helped to uncover many-of the dgep-rooted\antago—

nisms and suspicions the States have been harboring toward the Federal Govermment
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for too lorng a time. These were feelings deeply held but rarely expressed, It iz
for this reason that so many direct quotes are contained in the body of the report,
They help give the real flavor of what is going on today in the States. At the con-
clusion of cach interview, it was stresred that tuhe quistions in no way indicate-.
a personal viewpoint on the part of the writer and especially did not reflect the
attitude o. tue Deportme..t -- they were in the nature of fact-finding probes only.
Alchougn the repori, in the main, dcals with criticisms and suggestions for
improvement, it should be pointed out here that most State officials offered the
information that they thought they had a better working relationship with HUD than
with most federal agencies. They are especially pleased with some of the men who

have assumed major positions this year.



